analyse two consultations, which do not only differ content wise but also in their outcome on the basis of three theoretical models, i.e., the concept of citizens-as-stakeholders, the theoretical model of open government and a typology of citizen coproduction. It is important to note that the IPM initiative does not solely enable citizens to give feedback or voice their comments via the consultation mechanism, but also asks businesses and organisations for input. I shall assess the number of action steps the Commission takes after each consultation's closure by analysing official documents and data in order to assess the degree of EU Commission's realization of the respective results. As participation is assumed to be democratic only when it guarantees equal participation, openness and inclusiveness of consultations appear relevant indicators for the analysis. However, it will not be within the framework of this analysis to draw a representative conclusion. The paper solely aims at assessing whether or not the two consultations enhance transparency and democratic participation.
This shortened version of the original paper will directly begin with a presentation and subsequent analysis of the Interactive Policy Making initiative before studying two consultations on the basis of the theoretical framework. In the conclusion, I shall summarize the most important findings and potential drawbacks.
2 Interactive Policy Making

Transparency and Democracy via Interactive Policy Making?
The decline in participation in EU politics has provided the impetus for the European Union to consider how it might begin to provide a response to the democratic deficit (Flash Eurobarometer, No. 189a ). According to the Eurobarometer (2008) , only a minority of the EU citizens thinks that the EU takes their voices into account. New technologies might not be a panacea but they may be tools for disseminating more relevant information and enriching democracy by increasing the ability to participate. The so-called e-democracy may provide means for reducing the democratic deficit in the European Union, thereby increasing trust in both its institutions and policy-making processes.
In 2001, the European Commission introduced a communication on the Interactive Policy
Making (IPM) initiative with the aim to improve governance "by using the Internet to collect and analyse reactions of citizens and enterprises across the European Union's
Member States" (European Commission, 2007) . This new means is intended to serve both citizens and business interests, as interactive governance "is a way of conducting policies whereby a government involves its citizens, social organizations, enterprises and other stakeholders in the early stages of the policy-making process" (Edelenbos et al., 2004, p. 3).
The IPM aims at widening opportunities to actively participate in the EU policy shaping.
This initiative, for which one requires a standard Internet browser and an Internet connection, is an online survey management system whose modules aim at the "management of the life-cycle of online questionnaires", comprising the creation, test, translation, launch and analysis of results (European Commission, IPM). More precisely, the manager specifies the properties of his online questionnaire and creates the structure in terms of sections and questions. After being tested over a sample of users, the questionnaire is translated into a master excel of XML file and promoted to potential participants through the URL address. Thereby, the manager can view the raw results, histograms and percentages. A built-in filter mechanism enables the creation of subsets of results and data can be again exported to Excel for further and more in-depth analysis (IPM, 2012) . This structured procedure allows for better observation and increased transparency.
Citizens, stakeholders and businesses are able to either give feedback or to make use of the consultation mechanism whereby they can voice their opinion on EU policies and influence their direction (Your Voice in Europe, 2011 
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precisely, the feedback mechanism continuously collects actions and often-encountered difficulties, "using existing networks and contact points as intermediaries, in order to obtain continuous access to the experiences of citizens and businesses" (iDABC, 2007) .
By collecting and storing cases, around 300 intermediaries throughout the EU enable the Commission to efficiently search for particular cases in a detailed manner (ibid). The clearly arranged structure of data allows for more transparency. The consultation tool, in turn, is used directly with target groups on an identified topic for either issues that can be answered by 'yes/ no' or by choosing one option from a limited set of possibilities (Bolkenstein, et al., 2000) . This is intended to lead to a more rapid and structured collection of reactions to new initiatives.
The questions are drafted and published by the EU Commission, either based on already existing directives that need to be improved or with the aim to receive ideas and opinions on issues that have not yet been translated into a directive or regulation but require a legal basis. Participants are provided with a pre-given and limited set of questions that they are either asked to answer if it indicates 'compulsory' or may leave out if it is 'optional'. This enables the Commission to instantly analyse the results, "automatically and without further investment of resources" (OECD, 2003, p.123) .
Online questionnaires with multiple-choice questions consist either of standardized questionnaires, which may not leave enough room for innovative or qualitative input, or semi-and non-standardized questionnaires that enable interested parties to voice their opinion. Quittkat (2011, p. 662) , however, referring to the often highly technical
questions in 'open' questionnaires, fears: "the more open a format and thus the higher the probability to receive qualitative input, the lower the number of participants".
The screenshot below shows how a question may be structured. Although it is specifically related to a "possible EU initiative on responsible sourcing of minerals originating from conflict-affected or high-risk areas" and therefore differs from other consultations in its content, the online questionnaires are mostly structured in a similar 
Source: EU Commission (2013)
Results are either displayed as histograms, percentages or in full details and can be exported to Excel (IPM, 2012) . According to the EU Commission, the availability of the results of each consultation "will contribute to more transparency and accountability in the EU policy-making processes" (ibid). To some extent, the EU Commission succeeds in realizing real time transparency. The Commission tries to give background information about each consultation, and aims at publishing the full results and possible follow-up actions. In this way, the Commission is submitting the rules and procedures to public scrutiny and makes the process more transparent (Heald, et al., 2006, p.31 
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Consultation II: Youth on the Move Card
As the first consultation is directed to businesses rather than to EU citizens, a second open consultation will be examined that seems to be of greater concern to the public. The by business interests and to a lesser extent by citizens, as most of them raise technical and expert-oriented issues that tend to be incomprehensible for the wider public.
In the following, the theoretical framework will help evaluate the implications of the two consultations for both democracy and transparency.
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4 Increased Democracy & Transparency?
Citizen Coproduction
Source: Linders (2012). Citizen Coproduction, revised by Julia Sachseder
Based on the insights put forward by Linders (2012) the IPM appears to be in line with the concept of citizen sourcing, as the public helps the EU Commission to be more responsive by commenting on policy proposals, giving feedback and participating in consultations. Additionally, the low level of participation in both consultations upholds that despite the idea to enhance citizen coproduction, the level of citizen involvement in EU matters is relatively low via the IPM mechanism. Both the limited promotion by the Commission and the reduced access to online consultations divert the Commission's proclaimed goal of inclusiveness. Therefore, respondents point to the need to widen the existing alert system in order "to include the publication of summary reports and to extend its availability to all interested parties, not only those registered in the Transparency register" (EU Commission, 2012, p.15). This clearly indicates the need for better promotion and increased inclusiveness, although the Commission states that it "widely publicizes the launch of its consultations through its single access point portal 'Your Voice in Europe'" (ibid). Next to this portal and the alert system linked to it, both the individual websites of Commission directorates-general and alerts through existing stakeholder networks may be additional promoting tools. However, regarding the remaining low level of participation, the available instruments do not appear sufficient and deserve further improvement.
Regarding the implications of the category Consultation and Ideation, the IPM seems to have become a citizen's consultation mechanism via e-participation, thereby enabling the public to comment on policy proposals "by eliminating the constraints of time and space" (Linders, 2012, p.448) . The passive role of the citizens, who only may exert an influence on the input side being bound to a territory, may shift to a citizen-as-stakeholder who is deliberated from the limits of time and space (Skelcher, et al. 2010, p.10) . The consultations are accessible 24/7, depending however whether or not they are open, selective or closed.
In case of an open consultation participants are able to see what has already been
implemented and what others have commented, thereby collaborating with them and making the process more interactive. As the interactive process "significantly deepens and enriches stakeholder dialogue", the EU Commission is able to collect preferences with greater degrees of sophistication than "periodic, binary votes" (Linders, 2012, p.448).
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The Commission uses the 'ideation' tool to not only gather the comments of its citizens and stakeholders but also to seek online suggestions in the form of comments for cost efficiencies.
The second category Crowd Serving and Co-Delivery suggests that new problemsolving mechanisms are opened up enabling the citizens to make use of their skills and expert knowledge to solve governmental challenges. In this regard, the IPM is intended, first, to solve problems stakeholders and citizens may face and second, to provide them with feedback-and consultation mechanisms to receive alternative ideas (ibid, p.448).
As seen in the presented consultations, the EU Commission can import innovation from both citizens and entrepreneurs. The consultation concerning the YoM card initiative aims at both collecting users' experiences with current cards and learning more about expectations for possible new features. This enables closer and deeper collaboration between the Commission and the citizens as well as businesses. However, through the information provided by the Your Voice in Europe portal, citizens will not automatically become experts, as these information need to be processed and understood first.
According to Quitkatt (2011) reports are usually written by the Commission itself instead of by external actors and often not accompanied by descriptions or assessments but only by "bulky tables and diagrams" (p.664). In this context, Heald's idea of the so-called efficiency hole or trade-off may be helpful, as it makes a distinction between event-and process transparency (Heald, et al., 2006, p.31) . The Commission may either publish a set of highly concise information, which risks to be fragmented in that sense that only parts of the participations are able to understand or it publishes a single piece of information that is less precise but comprehensible for the whole public.
Furthermore, the Commission does often neither provide its participants with reflective documents nor with concrete result evaluations. This may leave little space for adequate representativeness of general interests, tending to result in the ignorance of private persons' contributions. In consideration of the completeness and clarity of consultation documents, some respondents indicate, "that documents were not always comprehensible and sufficiently clear, especially to the non-expert reader" (EU Commission, 2012, p.13).
Regarding technical issues the interest on the part of the public appears to be limited.
Thus, the technocratic language often used in EU-related issues poses an obstacle to the increase in participation. Greenwood (2013) states in this context that although the access to documents enables civil society "to act as systemic accountability agents", interest 
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being only accessible for a particular elite and not for the wider public. Mainly journalists, academics and interest organisation make use of such a system (ibid).
In consideration of the complexity of certain pieces of information provided on this platform, human interaction is often required to make the information accessible and comprehensible to the public. Van Dijk (2008) points to the potential lack of operational and informational skills, meaning the capacities to work with soft-and hardware and the ability to search, select and process information in computer-and network sources (p.10).
Similarly, Heald et al. (2006) states that for transparency to become effective, "there must be receptors capable of processing, digesting and using the information" (p.35). Hence, the Commission needs to be responsive to interested parties in policy developments.
The responsiveness to requests for information, however, consists of more than simply providing the possibility to send e-mails to a standard mailbox. Taking advantage of the new forms of technology needs to be connected to bodies that provide its audiences with comprehensible information in order to enable citizens to make balanced decisions (ibid).
Furthermore, Ari-Veikko et al. (2007) states that "when debates are centred upon specific issues, the actors involved at policy level must be willing and able to provide responses to interested bodies" (p.777). Citizens who make use of such a web-based mechanism must feel that their voices are being heard and acted upon. Interaction through consultation needs to take place (ibid). In the first consultation, the Commission keeps the respondents updated by regularly publishing which further steps it aims to take. In the second consultation, in contrast, participants could voice their opinions and share knowledge with the EU institution, but the Commission has not yet acted accordingly, besides its Impact Assessment. One reason for the missing action may be that the open public consultation is held relatively early in the process, "when there is no definitive view on final policy options and their impacts" (EU Commission, 2012, p.11).
Consultations should therefore take place not only at an early but also at later stages.
Additionally, as respondents have different opinions on specific issues, the impact of an individual response risks to be minimal, providing room for manoeuvre for political institutions (Greenwood, 2013, p.7). Borscheid et al. describe the consultations as a "façade behind which a dialogue continues with insiders in more specialist consultative fora" (in Greenwood, 2013, p.7).
Nevertheless, according to Linders (2012) the Internet may act as a channel that might improve the situational awareness of the EU Commission "by enabling citizens to efficiently and conveniently share knowledge with governments" (p.448). This may be achieved by the consultation mechanism, whereby citizens have the opportunity to answer questions according to their preferences and to comment on specific issues. In this way, they are able to share their knowledge and opinion with the Commission. In the first consultation, all respondents were able to voice their interest in increasing the protection of business against misleading practices, thereby giving input for the policy formulation. Similarly, in the second consultation, particularly young citizens could share their experiences with current cards and express their opinions on future initiatives. This creates a system of collaboration between the EU institutions and the public and promotes participation (ibid, p.449). Although the sharing of knowledge with the government is most effective at the local level according to Linders (2010) , the IPM may nevertheless be a tool at the European level that enables its participants to voice their opinions and to report on specific issues.
On the basis of Linders' (2010) second categorization, the EU Commission might act as a platform, sharing its knowledge with the public given the low cost of online data dissemination. Via the IPM the EU Commission is able to provide background information for each consultation to adequately inform its participants about past events and future options. In the two consultations the participants were able to get informed by reading background information concerning the respective consultation, thereby widening their knowledge and being able to take informed decisions (Your Voice in Europe, 2011). From the outset, a summary statement of the context, the objectives of the consultations, its scope and a description of particular issues that are open for discourse are presented. However, the more the sources of information diversify and multiply, the more the Commission may get room for manoeuvre. As the Commission is able to choose its consultative instruments, its ability to control the flow of information increases. Conversely, the deficits to provide information from the consultation processes limit the flow of information the other way (Greenwood, 2013, p.8) . In consideration of EU's claim to become more transparent through the increasing use of the IPM, it is interesting and necessary to analyse both the effects of the online consultations on both democracy and transparency in the light of the concept 'Open Government'. 
Enhancing Participation and Transparency in the EU
Citizen-as-Stakeholders
On the basis of Skelcher's et al. insights (2010) , the IPM may be described as a tool to transform the citizen from a sole voter to an active participant in policy-making processes, as the web-based mechanism allows for participation independent of time and space.
Via both the feedback-and consultation tools, participants may influence the policy formulation by providing new views on policy-related issues and by giving feedback on existing ones (IPM, 2012) . Democratic participation of the citizens-as-stakeholders may enhance "new forms of empowered participatory governance that will both enable a better aggregation of relevant interests, ideas and resources and a better integration of the relevant and affected actors" (Skelcher, et al., 2010, p.10) . The democratic merits of this new form of participation is that democracy can be deepened by enhancing participation at the output-side, as actors can be empowered via the enhancement of their rights, resources, competences and know-how. The IPM may contribute to the empowerment of its participants with the dissemination of political information and by enabling them to actively participate in consultation processes (IPM, 2012) . Citizens and stakeholders are expected to become more involved in the consultation process, providing input on new initiatives and feedback on existing legislation (iDABC, 2007) . However, firstly, the ability to participate depends on the format of the consultation and whether it is closed, open or selective. Secondly, the IPM tends to favour a particular elite, leaving behind those that either lack access to the Internet, are not able to understand and process the highly technical information or lack physical-as well as material access.
Hence, in consideration of both potential advantages and drawbacks of the IPM, I shall summarize the facts surrounding the research question whether or not in the long run the drawbacks of the IPM pose a major obstacle to the enhancement of both transparency and democracy within the European Union. This paper studied the quality and usage of e-services offered by the IPM with a specific focus on their effects on both transparency and democratic participation within the European Union. My objectives were to identify the effectiveness of two consultations, retrieved from the IPM platform, by analysing the level of both the government-public interactivity and transparency. As the findings show, the question is no longer whether the EU is represented online but how it attempts to achieve enhanced democratic participation and increased transparency. Via the IPM platform, citizens, stakeholders and businesses are theoretically able to give feedback and to comment on specific proposals via the consultation mechanism, depending on whether the consultation is open, selective or closed. The Commission is able to see what kind of comments have been issued by the participants in a structured manner, thereby "allowing more rapid and targeted responses to emerging issues and problems" (iDABC, 2007) . At the same time, the Commission may publish the steps as to how it intends to proceed with the aim to keep the respondents updated and to render itself more accountable. Both the design and the operationalization of the procedures increase the ability of participants to call the Commission to account.
The IPM is aimed at evaluating the impact of policies and more importantly, providing more accountability to citizens and stakeholders by enabling governments at regional, national and European level to act as a listening ear. However, the Commission makes only a limited number of consultations and reports publicly accessible, thereby often failing to mention the selection criteria. This may decrease both the ability to hold the Commission to account and transparency.
Respondents often express their concern that only the elite and those enrolled in the Transparency Register are able to effectively communicate with the Commission, excluding the average citizens. So far, although only two consultations were analysed in this paper, the additional research of other consultations confirms the rather low level of participation. Participation rates are not only influenced by the format, meaning whether the questionnaires are standardized, semi-standardized or open, but also by the insufficient promotion, the short period of time and the digital divide. Consequently, the already existing inequities might be fostered, widening the gap between the privileged and those left behind.
Traditional patterns of participation in EU consultations seem to prevail, particularly with regard to the dominance of older EU member states and the over-representation of associations relative to the population. Despite the chance of equal access, the IPM is still far away from inclusiveness and equal representation. Although the IPM offers an equal 55 chance of participation, "factual participation is biased" (Quittkat, 2011, p.671) . According to Heald et al. (2006) transparency is only effective if the receptors are able to process and digest the provided information (p.30). As indicated by the respondents, the data are often incomprehensible and therefore only accessible for a particular elite. Additionally, the Commission's record on publishing contributions and reports is rather weak and therefore an obstacle to the principle of transparency.
Dealing with the issue of transparency and democratic participation I suggest that, the Commission needs to improve both the publication of reflective reports and the promotion of its consultations on websites that are frequently accessed by both citizens and enterprises. Particularly the interests of citizens shall be taken into consideration by addressing topics and issues in a comprehensible manner that are of relevance to the EU population. Participants need to have the guarantee that their voices are being heard and acted upon, as otherwise participation risks to decrease. As long as inclusiveness is not ensured and it "remains unclear who contributes how to the consultation process and how and why arguments are accepted or dismissed, the story of OC remains only one of very confined success" (Quittkat, 2011, p.672) . If the Commission, however, succeeds in overcoming these issues, the IPM may constitute a good starting point to enhance both the involvement of citizens and the dialogue between them and Brussels, thereby decreasing the democratic deficit and increasing public trust in EU institutions.
Up to now, the IPM has remained a supplemental tool to traditional methods of information-and service provision, consultation, public participation and increased transparency. Over time, it may become a powerful means of transformation, having advantages that are impossible in the offline world, such as interactive policy consultations, 24/7 accessibility and the dissemination of vast amounts of information. The IPM may be used to refocus the attention on how to collaborate effectively with the public, by allowing for quantitative surveys that indicate the preferences of each participant.
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